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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 . Claims 1-5 and 7 - 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Yamada (EP 1101910 A1, submitted by Applicant in 7/5/2005 IDS). 

MPEP 211 2 [R-3] states: 

The express, implicit, and inherent disclosures of a prior art reference may be relied 
upon in the rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 102 or 103. "The inherent teaching of a 
prior art reference, a question of fact, arises both in the context of anticipation and 
obviousness." In re Napier, 55 F.3d 610, 613, 34 USPQ2d 1782, 1784 (Fed. Cir. 1995) 
(affirmed a 35 U.S.C. 103 rejection based in part on inherent disclosure in one of the 
references). See also In re Grasselli, 713 F.2d 731, 739, 218 USPQ 769, 775 (Fed. Cir. 
1983). 

In regard to claims 1 and 4, Yamada discloses a honeycomb structure for 
carrying a catalyst to be used in exhaust gas purification (H [0001]), comprising a 
plurality of honeycomb segments joined by a bonding material (H [0010]). The outer 
walls of these honeycomb segments are uneven and undulating, and the degree of 
"flatness" (undulation) is 0.2 - 1 .5 mm (1[ [001 1] - [0012]). 

The dictionary defines "protrusion" as a "something that bulges out or is 
protuberant or projects from its surroundings". An outer wall with an uneven surface 
(undulation) would inherently have a portion which bulges out relative to another 
portion. Therefore, Examiner interprets each undulation of the outer wall of each 
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honeycomb segment as a "protrusion" of 0.2 - 1 .55 mm. Based upon the disclosure of 
Yamada, it is reasonable for one of ordinary skill in the art to believe each undulation in 
the honeycomb structure is the same height, unless otherwise stated. 

In regard to the limitation of claim 4, Examiner considers the joining of the 
honeycomb segments with a bonding material disclosed by Yamada (H [0024]) to be the 
same as "pressing the two honeycomb segments against each other, with the adhesive 
layer in between". 

In regard to claim 2, the "protrusion portions" of Yamada's honeycomb segments 
re made from the outer wall of the honeycomb segment, and Yamada discloses the 
honeycomb segments comprises one of the following: cordierite, SiC, SiN, alumina, 
mullite, and lithium-aluminum silicate (LAS) (H [0014]). 

In regard to claims 3 and 7, Yamada discloses a undulation (protrusion) of 0.2 - 
1 .55 mm and a bonding material thickness of 1 .5 - 3 mm (depending on flatness) (1[ 
[0024[). Taking the undulation (protrusion) and bonding later into consideration, the 
total thickness between adhesion surfaces is in the range of 1 .7 - 4.55 mm. 

In regard to claim 8, Yamada discloses in Example 1 a bonding material 
thickness of at least 1 .5 mm. Therefore, it would be reasonable to believe the 
undulating surfaces of honeycomb segments are not in contact with the adhesion 
surface of the opposing honeycomb segments due to the presence of at least 1 .5 mm of 
bonding material in between. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 5, 6, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamada. 

In regard to claim 5, Yamada discloses (Example 1) a honeycomb consisting of 8 
segments, each segment with a different flatness: 0.05 mm, 0.1 mm, 0.15mm, 0.2 mm, 
0.3 mm, 0.6 mm, 1 mm or 1.5 mm. All the segments, with the exception of the segment 
of 0.05 mm flatness, were manufactured with undulating walls by pressing a board 
having unevenness against the outer wall of the segments (H [0023]). 

Examiner considers the honeycomb segment with a flatness of 0.05 mm to be 
"flat" because it has not been altered with undulations/protrusions like the other 
segments. When this "flat" honeycomb segment is brought together with the other 
honeycomb segments to create a honeycomb structure, the "flat" honeycomb segment 
will be bonded through a bonding material to at least two other honeycomb segments 
having outer walls with larger protrusions (larger undulating thickness). This will create 
a ceramic honeycomb in which protrusion portions are present on a first adhesion 
surface and the second adhesion surface (the "flat" segment) is flat. 

In regard to the application of the bonding material to the ceramic members 
(honeycomb segments) in claims 5 and 6, Yamada is silent in regard to how many 
surfaces the bonding material is applied to before joining the honeycomb segments 
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together. However, joining surfaces witli an adhesive is shown by Yamada to be 
known, and there are only 2 methods possible: (a) applying the bonding material to the 
surface of one ceramic member, or (b) applying the bonding material to the surface of 
both ceramic members. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to apply the bonding material by either method. 

In regard to claim 9, Yamada discloses in Example 1 a bonding material 
thickness of at least 1 .5 mm. Therefore, it would be reasonable to assume the 
undulating surfaces of honeycomb segments are not in contact with the adhesion 
surface of the opposing honeycomb segments due to the presence of at least 1 .5 mm of 
bonding material in between. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant argues, "Claims 1 and 4 are amended to recited additional features, as 
outlined above. For example, claim 1 is amended to recite 'that protrusion portions 
have substantially the same height. ' Claim 4 is amended to recite additional features. 
Yamada does not disclose or render obvious the subject matter recited in claims 1 &4. 

"The honeycomb structure of Yamada has moderate unevenness and undulation 
on outer walls; therefore, joining planes are hard to come off (see Yamada at paragraph 
[0011]). Adhesive strength between honeycomb segments is raised by engaging 
unevenness on outer walls with adhesive layers" (Remarks, Pg 5). 

EXAMINER'S RESPONSE: Applicant's arguments have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. First, Examiner respectfully notes the paragraph cited by 



Application/Control Number: 10/542,010 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1794 

Applicant does not suggest protrusions of differing height within the same honeycomb 
structure, but rather the "undulations and unevenness" suggests the presence of 
protrusions in general. Examiner considers each undulation to be a "protrusion". Thus, 
these paragraphs cited by Applicant in the reference of Yamada do not suggest each 
individual undulation is different in height. 

Second, Examiner notes the examples 1 & 2 of Yamada teach protrusions of 
differing height values for each of the eight segments in the honeycomb structure. 
However, Yamada specifically teaches "the present invention is by no means limited to 
these examples" (H [0022]). Thus, the teachings of Yamada are not limited by the 
examples of differing height values for the undulations within the same honeycomb 
structure. 

Third, Examiner notes MPEP 2122 [R-6]. II. states the following: 

Disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a teaching away from 
a broader disclosure or nonpreferred embodiments. In re Susi, 440 F.2d 442, 169 
USPQ 424 (CCPA1971). 

Therefore, although Yamada discloses in their examples each honeycomb 
segment within the honeycomb comprising protrusions of different height (flatness), this 
does not constitute a teaching away from the broader disclosure taught in paragraphs (H 
[001 1 ] - [001 2]). Examiner believes H [001 1 ] - [001 2] teaches the protrusions are 
preferred to be within a particular height range, which is understood to mean all the 
undulations within the honeycomb structure may be the same height. 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NICOLE T. GUGLIOTTA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1552. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:30 a.m. - 6 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R. Sample can be reached on 571-272-1376. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/David R. Sample/ /NICOLE T GUGLIOTTA/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1794 Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



